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INTERNAL ECONOMY OF DRURY-LANE 
THEATRE, 


N our laft, we promifed to enter this week uponan in- 
veftigation of the formidable embarraflments, under 
which Drury Lane Theatre has for a length of time la- 
boured, and which latterly have increafed to {uch an ags 
gravated degree, as almoft to menate the very exiftence of 
the eftablifhment: The economy of the theatre having, 
however, in the znéerim been brought under legal difcuflion, 
ina Court of Equity, it has been reprefented to us, and no 
doubt the juflice of the obfervation, will equally ftrike our 
readers, that any comment on the bufinefs, whilft the caufe 
is pending and undecided, would be highly improper and 
premature. As fuch, we fhall decline giving an opinion of 
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our own, on the merits of the cafe, tll the ultimate verdi& 
of the court fhall have been delivered. But as the quel- 
tion, from the magnitude and the variety of interefls it in. 
volves, muft neceffarily excite a ftrong degree of curiofity 
sn the theatrical world, we have deemed it expedient to 
give a detail of the Law Proceedings, which have already 


taken place, the explicitnefs of which will put our readers 


in full poffeffion of the feveral faéts, and circumftances, on 
which this momentous bufinefs hinges. For this purpole, 
we have feleéted that Report, which appeared to us to con. 
tain the moft complete and fatisfaétory ftatement of the 
cafe—honeftly avowing, that, in this inflance, we do not 
claim any merit of the authorfhip, merely tranfcribing the 
Report given by a very intelligent and able writer in the 
True-Briton. Should, haply, any of our readers here ob. 
jet, that we prefent them with what they have already read, 
to this complaint our anfwer 1s briefly this. It has ever been 
our with to render the Dramatsc Cenfor a complete Record 
in all queftions of momentous Theatrical difpute. For the 
fame reafons, therefore, which induced us on a former oc 
cafion, to give the whole of the feveral proceedings between 
the Performers, and the Managers, of Covent-Garden, 
we now give a, detail of the law-proceedings, in the 
prefent difpute relative to Drury-Lane Theatre. The ex 
traordinary importance of the bufinefs is fuch, that even 
thole, who have perufed the cafein a Newfpaper, muft ap. 
prove of incorporation ina work, peculiarly and exclufively 
devoted to the concerns of the flage. 

The hearing of this interefting caufe took place, on Tuel- 
day, November 10th. before the Lord Chancellor. The 
queftion before the Court, arofe out of the following cir- 
cumftancess 


An 
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An.order had been made by the court on the 6th March 1801, 
authorifing Meffrs.* Ford and Hammertly to receive cer 
tain fums out of the receipts of the Pit at the above Thea- 
tre. Onthe 11th of June, 1801, another order was made 
by the Court, partly reciting the former, and it was upon 


the conitruétion of this order that the queftion for the deci- 


fion of the Court arofe. 

Meflrs. Ford and Hammerfly had, by virtue of the above 
ordérs, received the whole of the fums taken at the Pit doors, 
until, after dedu€ting 451: per niyht for the payment of the 
Renters’ fhares, the whole of the arrears due to them were 
liquidated. After the arrears due to them had been thus li. 
quidated, they ftill perfifted in demanding the whole of the 
receipts of the Pit. This demand was refifted by Mr. Ri- 
chardfon in the abfence of Mr. Sheridan, it being conceived, 
on the part of the Theatre, that Meffrs. Ford and Hammerf- 
ley were entitled, according to the intent and equitable con- 
ftruétion of the order of the 11th June, to receive no more 
than 451. per night for the payment of the Rent Charges, 
whilft Meffrs. Ford and Hammerfley contended they were 
entitled, according to the words of the order, to continue to 
receive the whole of the monies taken at the Pit doors. 

This was the paint at iffue between the Proprietors of 
Drury-Lane Theatre on one hand, and Meffrs. Ford and 
Hammerfley on the other. The latter made an application, 








* Mr. Forp, the Magiftrate, fon of the late Dr. Ford, one of 
the Proprietors of Drury-Lane Theatre—Mr. Forp’s name is 
neceflarily conneéted with the proceedings, as the reprefentative of 
his deceafed father, the co-partnerfhip Account between the late 
Dr. Forp, and the other Proprietors never having been eompletely 
fettled arid adjufted. Mr. HammeRrsvey is the fecurity for the 
payment of the Renters’ fhares. 
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An.order had been made by the court on the 6th March 1801, 
authorifing Meffrs.* Ford and Hammerfly to receive cer 
tain fums out of the receipts of the Pit at the above Thea- 
tre. Onthe 11th of June, 1801, another order was made 
by the Court, partly reciting the former, and it was upon 
the conftruétion of this order that the queftion for the deci- 
fion of the Court arofe. 

Meflrs. Ford and Hammerfly had, by virtue of the above 
ordérs, received the whole of the fums taken at the Pit doors, 
until, after dedu@ting 45]: per night for the payment of the 
Renters’ fhares, the whole of the arrears due to them were 
liquidated. After the arrears due to them had been thus li- 
quidated, they ftill perfifted in demanding the whole of the 
receipts of the Pit. This demand was refifted by Mr. Ri- 
chardfon in the abfence of Mr. Sheridan, it being conceived, 
on the part of the Theatre, that Meffrs. Ford and Hammerf- 
ley were entitled, according to the intent and equitable con- 
ftru€tion of the order of the 11th June, to receive no more 
than 451. per night for the payment of the Rent Charges, 
whilft Meffrs. Ford and Hammerfley contended they were 
entitled, according to the words of the order, to continue to 
receive the whole of the monies taken at the Pit doors. 

This was the point at iflue between the Proprietors of 
Drury-Lane Theatre on one hand, and Meflrs. Ford and 
Hammerfley on the other. The latter made an application, 
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* Mr. Forp, the Magiftrate, fon of the late Dr. Ford, one of 
the Proprietors of Drury-Lane Theatre—Mr. Forp’s name is 
neceflarily conneéted with the proceedings, as the reprefentative of 
his deceafed father, the co-partnerfhip Account between the late 
Dr. Forp, and the other Proprietors never having been eompletely 
fettled arid adjufted. Mr. Hammersvey is the fecurity for the 
payment of the Renters’ fhares. 
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this day, to the Court, that the order of the 11th June might 
be confirmed, and a receiver appointed,under that order to 
receive the whole of the monies taken at ‘the Pi doors, for 
the putpofe-of paying the fame into the houle of Meflrs, 
Hammeriley. 

Mr. MANSFIELD was heard on behalf of Mefirs. Ford 
and Hammerfley, who contended for the appointment of a 
receiver for the purpofe of carrying the order of the Court 
of the 11th June into execution. ° 

Mr. FonBLANQUE followed on the fame fide. 

The SoLiciror GENERAL addrefled the Court on be. 
half of Mr, Sheridan, and moved, tiiat the order of the 11th 
June fhould be difchaiged. He proceeded to ftate, tHat Mr. 
Sheridan had never objeéted to Meffrs, Ford and Hammerfley 
receiving 45]. out of the monies taken at the Pit doors, for 
the purpole of paying the Renters’ fhares, or to their receiv- 
ing the remainder of thofe monies until the debt due to 
them was liquidated, but only contended againft Mefirs, 
Ford and Hammerfley continuing to receive the whole of 
thofe monies under the doubtful letter of an order, when 
no objeét was held out to which the fums fo received, after 
deduéting the 451. were to be applied. 

The Lorp Cuance..or faid, he could not fee what 
objeét Mefirs. Ford and Hammerfley had in view in infifi- 
ing to demand the monies of the Theatre, after a fum was 
obtained fufhcient to pay the Renters, If any thing waé une 
dertaken by the Truft Deed of 1793, it was the payment of 
the Performers, and he did not fee how any body could hold 
the monies arifing from the Theatre againft the demands of 
the Performers. 

Mr. MansFIisrp faid, the Trujt Deed only related to 
the poffeffion of the Theatre. 

The LorD CHANCELLOR faid, the Truft Deed appear- 
ed to him to apply to the regulation of the concerns of the 

Theatre, 
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Theatre, and he thought no one could take the monies un~ 
til the Performers were paid. It might be a queftion, whether 
the Manager of a Theatre was not to be confidered as the 
Agent for all Parties, and perfonally refponfible. 

The SoLticritoR GENERAL proaceeded,—The whole re- 
ceipts of the Proprietors of the Theatre during the prefent 
feafon, for thejr own private purpofes, had been, he faid, 
only- goo]: which they had not only paid back, but alfo 
zool, more, raifed by themfelves. There could not be 
a doubt that the Proprietors ought to have the means of fa- 
tistying the nightly and weekly demands of the Performers, 
and the immediate wants of the Theatre. The motion that 
had been made on the part of Meffrs. Ford and Hammerfley 
went to lock up the greateft part of the receipts of the Thea- 
tre, to take it out of the hands of the Proprietors, and not 
only to take away from them all the means of controul over 
the concerns of the Theatre, but to preclude them from 
the poflibility of at all carrying on the bufinefs of the Thea- 
tre; and ff the order of the 11th June was enforced; the 

- Theatre could not go on, That the obje& of Meflrs. Ford — 
and Hammerfley’s application to the Court, was completely 
inimical to the interefts of the Renters, was evident. The 
Renters were entitled to 2s. 6d. tor every ‘night of perform- 
ance, but only for thofe mghts on which any performance 
took place; it was therefore clear, that if the monies of the 
Theatre were taken away, the Proprietors rendered unable 
to pay the neceflary expences of Theatre, and its Exchequer 
fhut up, that no performance could take place, ani the in- 
tereft of the Renters muft be completely defeated. Mefirs. 

‘Ford and Hammerfley were in the undifputed nightly receipt 
of 451. from the Pit, and 831. from the Boxes, making to- 
gether 128]. which amounted, in the courfe of the Seafon, 

taking it at 200 nights, to the fum of 25,6001. whilft they 
wefe not called upon to pay the Renters until fome time 
after 
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after the termination ef the Seafon. Yet not contented 
with this, they wanted 10,000]. or 12,0001." more, without 
being able to ftate any purpofe whatever which could juftify 
fuch a claim, or fhow any objeét to which the money wag 
to be applied. He theretore hoped the Court would allow 
the order 'to be difcharged, 

Mr. PicoT addrefled the Court on the fame fide. He 
ftated, that there were 300 Rent Charges upon the Theatre, 
at 2s. 6d. per night each, amounting to 37]. 10. per night, 
and that Mr. Sheridan had confented that Meffrs. Ford and 
Hammerfly fhould receive 7]. 10s. in addition to that fum, 
for infurance and contingencies, making in the whole 45}. 
per night, which Meffrs. Ford and Hammerfley had con- 
ftantly received. Suppofing the receipts of the Pit to aver- 
age one hundred pounds per night, it would amount to 
twenty thoufand pounds in the feafon, of 200 nights; the 
fum taken by Mefirs. Ford and Hammerfley out of this, at 
45l. per night, amounted to g,oool. and they now wanted 





to take the remaining 11,000]. and {weep away, as it were, 


the whole property. 

The Lornp CHANCEELOR afked who were the Proprie- 
tors of the Theatre on the 6th of March 1801, 

Mr. Picor faid, Mefirs. Sheridan, Richardfon and 


Grubb. 

Mr. MANSFIELD denied this, and faid, he believed Mr, 
Sheridan to have been at that period the only Proprietor, 
becaufe Mr. Sheridan had, in his Anfwer to the Bill filed in 
that Court, not ftated any other perfon to be Proprietor be- 
fide himfelf. | 

Mr. Picor faid, it had not been attempted to be contro- 
verted that Mr. Richardfon and Mr. Grubb were Propries 
tors of the Theatre. -The furplus of the monies, after pay- 
ing rent and arrears were, it appeared by the conftruétion of 


the order, to be fubjeé& to the order of the Court, but was 
. he 
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he to be told, that in confequece of this, Mr. Sheridan 
could pay the Performers? If the Performers were not 
paid, the Theatre muft fhut:—and would any one fay, that 
Mr. Sheridan could touch a fingle fhilling of the £11, 000 
which would thus be locked up in the hands of the Bankers? 
The Motion made on behalf of Meflrs. Ford and Hammers 
fley was, he faid, unexampled. 

The Lornp CHANCELLOR wifhed to know how fome 
part of the monies received by Meflrs, Ford and Hammer- 
fley, exclufive of the £'45, was to be applied. 

Mr. Picor faid, there was £10 for the Duke of Bed- 
ford’s Rent; £3 for £600 advanced; and £47, 10s. for the 
£1 Renter’s Shares. 

The Lornp CHANCELLOR {faid, he had experienced, 
with refpeét to the Opera Houfe, and other places of that 
defcription, that it was impoffible to make all the Perfons ine 
terefted Parties. That Court was not competent to manage a 
Theatre, it could only make an order to regulate the interefts 
of all parties, fo far as known, It appeared by the corref- 
pondence between Mr. Sheridan and Mr. Troward, that the 
former had given his confent to an order, which fhould make 
provifion for the payment of the Renter’s Shares, and of 
the furplus to himfelf. Mr. Shertdan had afterwards con- 
ftrued the order according to this intent, in the way in which 
he himfelf, or any other perfon, would have conftrued it, ac- 
cording to the principles of juftice and equity.—It was pera 
fe€tly juft that there fhould be an accumulating Fund to 
anfwer the demands of the Rent charges and the feveral 
fums of {10 £47 108. and £9 before alluded to. But when 
a fufficient fum was accumulated to anfwer thefe demands, 
it became a very important confideration that the whole mo- 
nies of the Theatre fhould become a dead fund, preduttive 
to no one except Meflrs. Ford and Hammeriley, and 
whether accumulations fhould ceafe, when enough was ob- 
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tained to cover the demands, or continue for the benefit of 
perfons interefted. es, 

Mr. Picor proceeded. If the Order was confirmed it 
would, he faid, be the moft ferious injury to the Rent 
Charges: ‘It was well known that in the early part of thé 
feafon, the Theatre was not produétive; on account of mia- 
ny families being abfent from town. If Mellrs. Ford and 
Hammerfley could riot make up the fums they were entitled 
toreceive, they muft have the monies till the defficiency 
was covered, but was it to be faid, they were to lock up 
all the monies of the Theatre in their fhop till the end of 
the feafon? The performers and perfons employed in the 
Theatre, could not wait till that time, and if the performers 
were not paid the Theatre muft’ fhut: it was impoffible to 
carry on trade without materials. The intereft of all Parties 
concerned in the Theatre muft be by fuch a meafure de-+ 
feated or injured, and it was furely — {uch a moe 
tion could be granted. 

Mr. STANLEY followed on the fame fide. 

Mr. AGAR offered himfelf on behalf of M Grubb. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR faid, he did not fee how Mr. 
Grubb was individually affected, 

Mr. AGAR faid, by the truft-deed of June 1799, he ap- 
peared as the Proprietor of one-feventh of the Theatre, 
and it was ftated by that deed, that Mr. Grubb was appointe 
ed Treafurer of the Theatre. He was proceeding to read 
fome parts of the deed when— 

The Lornp CHANCELLOR faid, he had read through 


the truft-deed of June.1793, and he was perfeétly clear, that 


under the deed the performers muft be paid, that the Bank- 
-ers could not hold the monies of the Theatre againft the de- 
‘mands of the performers. It was diftinétly ftated in that 


deed, that the profits were.to be applied to {uch and fuch 


purpofes; and what could be deemed the profits but that 
{urplus, 
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furplus, after paying the performers and the other outgoings 
of the Theatre? He apprehended this furplus only ‘could 
be deemed the profits, and it was but common juftice to pay 
the wages of the aftors. It might become a queftion whe- 
ther the Rent Charges did not cloath thofe who held 
them with the chara&er of Trulftees, but whoever. afted 
under the truft-deed mu‘ a& according to its provifions. 

Mr: SHERIDAN roie and addrefled the Court. He al- 
ways underftood, he faid, that under the truft-deed of June 
i793, the performers were to be paid in the firft inttance; 
and he would not fign or confent to the Order, until words 
were exprefsly inferted that it fhould be without prejudice 
tothat deed. The truftees had agreed for the building of 
the Theatre for £75, 000 and Mr. Holland ftood pledged 
to finifh it for thatfum. That fum, however, was fpent, 
and the Theatre was not completed in any of its parts, but 
required the fum of £10,000 more to fit it for reprefenta- 
tion. It was a queftion whether he was bound to pay that 
{um: he contended not, ashe had given no orders whatever 
relative to the building of the Theatre, The deed which 
had called himfelf, Mr. Richardfon, and Mr. Grubb, fole 
proprietors of the Theatre, had declared an utter falfehood, 
Meffrs Grubb and Richardfon only deriving certain rights 
from himfelf. He was told, however, they fhould be fo 
ftyled; but the Solicitor for the Bankers, after he (Mr. She- 
ridan) had figned the deed, drew up a Memorandum, which 
was executed, exprefsly declaring, that nothing in the deed 
fhould be conitrued to invalidate the exclufive property of 
himfelf (Mr, Sheridan) in that Theatre. Since that, Mr. 
Richardfon had become an actual Proprietor, baving purchaf- 
ed one quarter of the Theatr¢. The Theatre could not ftand, 
he faid againft the expences caufed by gentlemen coming 
into court in fo many different characters. In his letter to 
Mr. Toward, he had, he faid, confented to Meffrs. Ford and 
Hammerfley taking the whole of the Pit Money untill the 
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arrears due to them were paid,and then that they fhould take 
£45 per night for the payment of the Renters’ Shares. He 
was not boundto pay them more than £40 but rather. than 
there fhould be the remoteft profpeét of the Renters fuffer. 
ing by contingencies, he had agreed to make it £45. But it 
could not for a moment be conceived, that he fhould con. 
fent to a propofal which went to lock up the whole receipts 
of the Pit, and prevent them from being applied to the 
purpofes of the Theatre until the end of the Seafon. He 
was not obliged to open the Theatre. It was clearly the 
intereft of the Renters that the performances fhould go on— 
but how could they go on without money. Mr. Toward 
propofed the Order to him, and recommended him to con. 
fent to it. He had confentedto it, The Order fo far ftood 
againft him, and if perfifted in muft caufe the fhutting up 
of the Theatre. But how had he confented to it? He had 


gconfented to an Order founded upon thofe circumftances 


which he had before ftated. He did not underftand-exaétly 
the grammatical conftruétion of the Order; all he underftood 
was, that Meffrs. Ford and Hammerfley were entitled to no 
more than £45 out of the Pit Money, He was afterwards 
told that the Order was worded in a way which did not ex- 
a&tly fuit his meaning; {ftill, however, he was given to un- 
derftand, that the wording ef it was of little confequence, as 
its {cope and tendency were perfectly underftood. It was 
found, at length, that the Order was to be ftri€tly ated upon 
according to its Letter, and that dire€tions were given by 
the Bankers for enforcing it. Mr. Richardfon in his ab- 
fence had given contrary direétions; and he could not fay 
that Mr. Richard{fon was to blame, becaufe the Theatre could 
otherwife not have gone on. Meflrs. Ford and Hammerfley 


~had now, however, ferved afecond notice, and appeared de- 


termined to feize the whole of the Pit Money under the autho- 
irty of the Letter of the Order, but certainly contrary to its { le 


rit. He apologized for troubling the Court, but he wilhed for 
relici 
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relief from the effe€t of an Order into which he had been 
entrapped, and that the truft-deed of 1793 might be ex. 
ecuted in all its provifions without any reftrictions.. 

Mr. AGAR was then heard in behalf of Mr. Grubb. 

The Lorn CHANCELLOR [aid, it was of little confequence 
whether Meffrs Richardfon or Grubb held derivative or a¢tual 
rights in the property of the Theatre, provided they were fo 
far interefted as to be parties to this order. 

Mr. MANSFIELD offered himfelf in reply, 

The Lornp CHANCELLOR faid, he was forry he could 
not hear Mr. MANSFIELD in reply, but he was compelled 
to be elfewhere at two o’clock. He hoped the concerns of 
the Theatre would not fuffer by a few hours delay. The or- 
der having Leen made by confent, certainly ought to have 
been entirely approved and rendered pertfeétly pa with 
the interefts of all Parties. It had flruck him very ftrongly 
that the Performers had not only a moral but a covenanted 
right to be paid, nor could there be any profits until the 
Performers were paid, He faw many Gentlemen before 
him who he was convinced would fettle this bufinefs as well 
as it could poffibly be done by the Court, becaufe they 
would a& upon the principles of Juftice, which was all that 
would be requifite. He was afraid, it was impoffible the 
interefts of the Theatre could be Jettled in that Court betore 
they were ruined. He had found from long experience, that 
that Court could not, in cafes like the prefent, do that 
ample juftice to all parties which was.neceflary and requifite, 

The further hearing was then poftponed till to-morrow. 

The following das (Wedne/day) the Court refumed the 
Enquiry. 

Mr. MANSFIELD proceeded to Sey to what had been 
urged on the other fide. He defended the conduét of Melffrs. 
Ford and Hammerfley, in having hitherto taken the whole 
of the Pit-money, on account of the arrears due to them as 


Truftecs for the Renters. He obferved alfo, that as it might 
B-b 2 often 
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often happen that the Pit-rifoney would fiot ‘amount to tic 
fum required for the payment of the Rentersy therefore the 
Truftees ought to be at liberty to -take™ fams.of- money at 
other times, for the purpofe of making up: the deficiency, 











| He admitted, at the fame time, that the Performers muft.be 


paid, or otherwife no money could arife from the Pit, © His 
Clients, he faid, did not wilh to prefs thetexecution of the 
order according to the letter of it, and “in its utmoft extent, 
—they. were willing, on the contrary, to confent to-any:re. 
form of the orders which the Court fhould think reafonable 
and proper, MWe itill, contended, however, for the appoint. 
ment of a Receiver; and he was convinced, he faid, that 
every Aétor in the Theatre wifhed for the appointment of the 
fame perfon authorifed by that Court, who fhould recéive 
the monies, and pay the Performers, In the courfeof his 
reply, he faid he was informed there was £8288, 103. 3d. 
due from the Theatre to the Duke of Bedford, for Rent. 

The SoriciroR GENERAL faid, there was no affidavit 
of this. oF 

The Lornp CHANCELLOR faid, that he fhould not at. 
tend to attend to any affertions that were not verified 
by affidavit, though it might be fair to confider the queftion 
either as {uppofing the Rent to be paid or not paid. 

Mr. MANSFIELD grounded his affertion upon a Letter 
of the Duke of Bedford’s Agent, which he ftated to have 
been received, declaring that a diftrefs was in the Theatre, 
and that if the Rent. was not paid before that day fe’nnight 
the goods of the Theatre would be fold to difcharge it.»’ He 
concluded by prefling upon the attention of the Courtsthe 
original objeét of his Motion. 

Mr. AGAR again offered himfelf on behalf of Mr. Grubb, 
who, he faid, had advanced fums of money on account of 
the Theatre, to the amount of £15, 000 ana who was, now 
forced into a temporary concealment, in confequence of 


debts incurred on account of the Theatre. Mr. Grubb. he 
Rae ea bi faid 
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faid, was ready to fwear that he had received no notice whate 
ever of this proceeding, 

The: Lorp CMANCELLOR faid, he muft take the affida- 
vit of fervice of the notice of thefe proceedings upon Mr 
Grubb, as evidence of that fervice, and he could not hear 
any affidavit to the contrary. The only proceeding that 
could behad, in cafe Mr, Grubb had not been ferved with 
the notice, was to indiét the perfon who {wore that affidavit, 
for Perjury. : 

Mr. AGAR faid a few more words more relative to Mr. 
Grubb. 








(To be concluded in our next.) 
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THEATRICAL RETROSPECT. 





+4+ It may be expedient to obferve, in this place, that 
neither the prefent, nor the two former Numbers of this 
Work, are by the regular Editor of the Dramatick Cen/for. 
Labouring under a fevere indifpofition, which incapacitated 
him from attending to his Cenforial Funétions, he preferred 
to avail himselt of the affiftance of a literary friend, rather 
than /u/pend the work, which in the cafe of a periodical 
publication, amounts to total di/continuance, The vaft im- 
portance of the Law-proceedings on the difpute between 
the Proprietors, and the Truftees for Drury-Lane Theatre, 
will, it is prefumed, render, the comprehenlive Report we 
have given of the difcuffion, an acceptable offering to our 
readers. | 


DRURY-LANE. 








1801. - Novemser. 
Friday, 6. Twelfth Night, Shakspeare.—Harlequia Amulet, or the 
Magic of Mona, 


Saturday. 
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gaarage¥ 7. “She Miuniaineers, G. Colman. weOr Age “To-morrow, 

Monday, g. Artaxerxes, Dr. poe Cittéens A. Murphy 

es ana io, The Grecian Daughter, A. Mut phy. Harlequin 
Amulet, Or, The Magicof Mona. ; 


Wednefday, it, Artaxerxes, Dr.Arne. eet Life aitow Seaiva 
Garrick. 
Thurfday, 12. Dovglas, F- Home—Harlequin Serie Or, The 
Magic of Mona, | 








It muft, doubtlefs, afford confidgrable fatisfaXien to our 
Readers, to find that the differences between the Perform- 
ers and the Proprietors, arifing from the non-payment of 
the former, which threatened to deprive the public ef the 
fervices of fome of the moft diftinguifhed members of Dru- 
ry-Lane Corps, are fo far adjufted, that they have returned 
to the difcharge of their profeffional duty. In confequence 
of this arrangement—Mr. Kemble takes the field again on 
Monday, as Richard, and dares his rival Cooke to the trial, 

The performance of Mrs. Powell, who fuftained the ar- 
duous charaéter of Lady Randolph, in the Tragedy of Doug- 
las on Thurfday laft, vice Mrs, Siddons, is entitled to 
the higheft commendation. She evinced throughout the 
whole of her afting a degree of feeling, and ef nature, which 
forms a ftriking contraft to the laboured, ftudied and artifi- 
vial ftyle of her predeceffor. 


COVENT-GARDEN. 


~_ 29 IDR (1s ee 








1801 OcTOBER. 


Friday, 30. Folly, as it Flies, Reynolds—I] Bondicani, T. Dibdin. 
Saturday. 31. Folly, as it Flies, Reynolds—Paul, and Virginiay 
Cobd: 
NoOvENBER. 
Monday, 2. Richard the Third, Shakspeare—The Efcapes. 
Tucfday. 
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Tuesday, 3 Folly, as it Flies, Reynolds—The Poor Soldier, 
| 0’ Keefe, 

Wednefday, 4. Artaxerxes, Dr. Arne—Honeft Thieves, Knight. 


Thurfday, 5.,Folly as it Flies, Reynolds—~The Review G. Colman 











- vt 


Friday, &. Artaxerxes, Dr. Arne.—Peroufe. 
Saturday, 7- Folly, as it Flies, 7 Reynolds.—The E fcapes. 


Monday. 9. Richard the Third, Shakefpeare. —Peroufe. 
Tuefday, 10. Folly, as it Flies, % Reynoldsi—The Review, 


Colman. 


Nelididies: 11. Every Man in his Humour, Ben Fonfon,—Love a- 
la-mode, Macklin. 
Thurfday, 12. Folly, as it Flies, 7. Reynolds.—The Reviews 
G. Colman. 


Mr. Cory. 


In confequence of the indifpofition of Mr. Murray, 
who labours under a fevere cold, the part of Ser Herbert, 
in the ‘New Comedy of Folly, as it Flies, has devolved 
upon Mr. Cory. We cannot fo far complement this gen- 
tleman, at the expence of truth, as to put him completely on 
a par with his predeceffor, in the charaéter. Mr. Cory, 
from a nervous habit, we prefume, betrays too much anxiety 
and trepidation, His figure, likewife, is better calculated 
for uvzolent than gentle charafters. It is however, but juf- 
tice to add, that making thefe neceffary allowances for 
phyfcal peculiarities, Mr. Cory, in other refpeéts, difplays 


much improveable talent, and juftnefs of conception. 


Mr. LAceEY. 


Another performer, who has ftepped forward, as Mr. 
Murray’s fubftitute, is Mr. Lacey, in the part of Aing 
Henry, in the hiftorical dramaof Richard the Third. OF 


Mr. Lacey’s profeffional merit, our opinion has been long 
fixed, 
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fixed. Without the intervention of a moral phenomenon, 
he will never, in our eftimation, make good his claim to 
higher rank than that of a third or fourth rate pérforiner, 
With every difpefition to eneourage hew candidates for 
theatrical fame, we muft candidly acknowledge, that we 
have not been able to difcover in his performance, any of 
the elementary principles, any of the flamina of a good 
actore ' 
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Owing to the indifpefition of the Editor, a variety of 
interefting articles are unavoidably poftponed. The in- 
fertion of the Play-Bills will be difcontinued in future. 


It appears we were, in this particular, led into an error, 


by perfons, who had an inéeref in mifreprefentation. 


_ ~ — Sete cae merrell, 
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